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Gaudet. 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order by Dr. Lowy at 2:07 p.m. 
Dr. Lightstone announced the appointment of Dr. Balbir Sahni, Department 
of Economics, as Director of the Centre for International Academic 
Cooperation, term to 1 September 1996, who, he advised, was replacing 
Dr. Bruce Mabley who left Concordia University on 1 November 1995 to 
take up a position elsewhere. 


Setting the Course for Our Future: A Discussion Document 


In introductory remarks, Dr. Lowy explained that this was a special meeting 
of Senate which hopefully would provide an opportunity for members to 
have a good working dialogue on a topic that he described as really being 
crucial to the future of the University. 


He advised that "Setting the Course for our Future: A Discussion 
Document" (US-95-9-D4) was intended to be the first of many steps that 
would ultimately lead to a comprehensive statement of the objectives of 
Concordia University which would then be operationalized vis-a-vis 
directions, priorities, budgeting, staffing, etc. He further advised that 
universities throughout the world, most particularly in Canada and 
especially in Quebec, were confronting new financial realities; that the 
budget crunch was not the only reason to engage in this exercise, 1.e., 
people in a university setting were part of an unwritten social contract 
between institutions of higher education and the public that funded them; 
that in their development, universities in Canada had become almost totally 
dependent on governments for their support; and that given that we were 
being funded by society, we had a responsibility to define ourselves in such 
a way as to serve society, but also, given that the university was not 
monolithic and society even less so, it was necessary to attempt to achieve a 
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better, more refined and more focused contract, keeping in mind that 
universities did not all have to continue to do the same things. In addition, 
everyone in the University, 1.e., faculty, staff and students, and other 
friends of the University, had ideas about what Concordia should be; that it 
was important from time to time for the institution to examine what it 
wanted to be and where it wanted to go; that in a way, the threat of 
budgetary reductions was forcing the University to undertake an exercise 
that it ought to be doing in any case, i.e., reexamining its mission; that it 
was his hope that as we went about the current planning exercise, while we 
could not completely ignore it, that we would not be totally focused on the 
question of budget reduction; and that the exercise would be of greatest 
value if we could look forward to what we would like to do as well as to 
examine the parameters within which we could do it vis-a-vis strictures 
imposed by finances, i.e., we would only get the maximum benefit from the 
exercise if we were able to approach it from the viewpoint of looking 
forward to something that was proactive and creative as well as 
compression with respect to new programmes, new configurations of 
programmes, and setting objectives that up to now had been felt to be 
historically ignored. 


During the ensuing general discussion, considerations and resolutions 
adopted by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, the Engineering and 
Computer Science Faculty Council, the Fine Arts Faculty Council, and the 
deliberations of the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities 
were explained. Submissions were also received from the Department of 
Modern Languages and Linguistics and the Associate Vice-Rector, Services 
(Student Life). In addition, undergraduate student submissions 
representative of students in the four Faculties, which were contained in a 
document circulated at the meeting, were presented and explained, 
particularly the 5 points that had been raised by the Fine Arts Student 
Alliance. 


In continuing discussion, issues that were raised and responded to included 
concerns expressed with respect to references to the possible use of external 
consultants in connection with the evaluation of programmes vis-a-vis the 
appraisal process; restructuring the university and the role of the faculty as 
suggested in a 2-article series by Prof. Guskin, President, Antioch 
University, U.S.A.; and possible consideration of balancing the inequity of 
part-time faculty representation on the various committees that would be 
considering the "blue paper”. 


In additional comments with respect to the general principles outlined on 
page 3, Document US-95-9-D4, Dr. Lowy stated that while there was a 
general appreciation of the meaning of academic excellence in the sense of 
good pedagogy and good investigation in one's field of scholarship, a good 
understanding of finance and cost, and perhaps a need to spend more time 
considering which programmes might attract more students to Concordia, 
the most creative part of the exercise would probably be the consideration of 
general principle #5, i.e., the development of programmes central to our 
sense of who we are as a distinct institution and what we should be; that it 
had become increasingly apparent that no university could be 
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comprehensive in the true sense of the word, and that in the Quebec 
university network, and particularly among the 4 universities in Montreal, 
some kind of a division of labour was going to occur; that while there were 
obviously certain programmes which were an essential part of being a 
university which every institution would continue to engage in, there would 
be other programmes that one university might develop to a greater extent 
than the others; that if such was going to be the case, consideration should 
be given to the question as to what we wanted Concordia to be 25 years 
hence; that with respect to this, there were choices to be made which, while 
they did not have to be determined in a rush, 1.e., over the next week or 
month, etc., we had to begin to think about; that such an exercise, leaving 
aside any external pressures, etc., would be the most creative way in which 
to restructure the University; that we had to begin to consider the matter of 
our own self-conception as to what we believed we might contribute to 
society given the organization and history of Concordia and the role that we 
have historically drifted towards, i.e., consideration of what we would like 
to be in the future, which did not necessarily mean giving up what we 
presently had, but rather differentially emphasizing one or other aspect, or 
several aspects, of what we were now doing. 


Issues and questions, etc., which were raised in continuing discussion 
included comments with respect to the need for Concordia to better market 
its unique qualities that differentiated it from other universities, including its 
Fine Arts programmes, students from the business community who study 
on a part-time basis and thereby simultaneously gain practical experience 
and theoretical knowledge, offering life-long education, its inherent 
diversity and warmth, etc., all of which were attributes that were difficult to 
quantify; the need to create a more "open concept" approach towards 
organizing departments and degrees, as referred to under item 3 - 
Interdisciplinarity in the submission from the Fine Arts Student Alliance; the 
need to minimize discussion on the modalities and protocols vis-a-vis the 
general principles in order to be able to devote more time to the 
consideration of the consequences of implementation; the danger of creating 
long-term problems by coming up with short-term solutions, and the 
simultaneous need for short term actions and long term planning; the 
difficulty in defining the mission and role of the Faculty of Arts and Science 
within the University; and attempting to ensure the development of a global 
general vision of Concordia and a local vision articulated at the unit and 
Faculty levels within the constraints of the guiding principles, and the 
necessary interaction between the two. 


Following the general discussion, Dr. Lowy suggested that Senate should 
perhaps attempt to deal with the various suggested changes to the general 
principles, particularly those that had been proposed by SCAPP and the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. BABA, 
THAT SENATE RECOMMEND THAT THE 5 PRINCIPLES OUTLINED 
IN "SETTING THE COURSE FOR OUR FUTURE" BE 
INCORPORATED AS THE GUIDING PRINCIPLES IN THE 
ACADEMIC PLANNING AND BUDGETING PROCESS AS 


MANDATED BY SCAPP FOR THE COMING ACADEMIC YEAR; AND 
THAT THE PRINCIPLES BE REVISITED ANNUALLY BY. SENATE 
FOR POSSIBLE EMMENDATION BEFORE SERVING AS GUIDING 
PRINCIPLES IN THE SUBSEQUENT ACADEMIC YEAR'S 
ACADEMIC PLANNING AND BUDGETING PROCESS AS 
MANDATED AND DIRECTED BY SCAPP FOR THE FOLLOWING 
ACADEMIC YEAR. 


Dr. Lightstone presented and explained the rationale for the amendment to 
Principle 4 which was being proposed by SCAPP in Document 
US-95-11-D1. 


The mover and seconder agreed to incorporate into the main motion the 
amendment proposed by the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and 
Priorities in Document US-95-11-D1 that the words -"Montreal-area" in 
Principle 4, page 3, Document US-95-9-D4, be deleted. 


With respect to the resolutions that had been adopted by the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council at its meeting this morning, Dean Valaskakis 
explained that resolutions 2,5, 6 and 7 pertained to the Document itself, and 
that resolutions 1, 3 and 4 pertained to the implementation of the Document. 
It was suggested and agreed that the Senate discussion should focus initially 
on the resolutions related to the Document itself. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, 
SECONDED BY PROF. TEFFETELLER, THAT PRINCIPLE 5 BE 
CHANGED TO READ -... AS A DISTINCT TWO CAMPUS 
INSTITUTION... 


In response to a question concerning the rationale for the amendment, 
Senate was advised that there was a strong feeling in the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council that Concordia as it presently existed was essentially a two- 
campus institution, that there was reason to believe that we should maintain 
the two-campus operation, and that that should be the context within which 
we should proceed in regard to the five principles contained in Document 
US-95-9-D4. It was also explained that this did not imply that any particular 
unit, department or Faculty would have to be recognized on each campus, 
but simply that the University as a whole should function on both 
campuses. 


Concern was expressed over the words "two-campus" which, it was felt, 
was too specific to be included in a principle, and that it was also too 
limiting in terms of possible future expansion of the University. The feeling 
was also expressed that adding the words was redundant because the key 
aspect of the University being a distinct institution was precisely that 
Concordia was one of the very few universities in Canada that operated on 
two campuses. However, it was also argued that Concordia presently was a 
two-campus operation; that there was every indication that the Principles 
would change, particularly given that they would be reconsidered on a 
yearly basis; that there were deep sensibilities in the University, and 
particularly in the Faculty of Arts and Science, which recognize the roots 


from which the University emerged; that those roots now sat in a 
meaningful way in two campuses; that if everyone did not share those roots 
because they now happened to be located in one campus, it would be 
insensitive that the words "two-campus" should not be incorporated in a 
framework that in some way was going to lead the University into the 
future; and that given that the inclusion of "two-campus" did not, in effect, 
change the Principle and that, it addressed the concerns of some people at a 
time when we wanted the cooperation of all people at Concordia, the 
proposed amendment should be approved. It was further argued that while 
everyone was aware that distinct meant that Concordia had two campuses, 
in some minds the reality over the past 10 or 11 years had not reflected that 
distinction, and that the amendment represented a concern on the part of 
many people as to where the University was going in terms of planning and 
whether there was a specific role for the Loyola Campus; that the issue of a 
specific role would require hard decisions to be taken; that the University 
could not continue to move departments piecemeal here and there, 1.e., 
consideration might have to be given to moving an entire Faculty, including 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, to the Loyola Campus; 
and that these were the kinds of issues that would have to be tackled in the 
months to come. It was also stated that there was no problem with the idea 
of including the words "two-campus", which in fact represented the reality 
of the present situation and would hopefully remain as such; however, a 
concern was also expressed that this would not become an obstacle in 
operationalizing some of the other principles. 


In response to the latter issue, Dr. Lowy expressed the feeling that no single 
particular principle was so constructed as to override all of the others; and 
that it was difficult for him to imagine that a particular programme would be 
maintained simply because of its geographical location. 


Other issues raised and responded to included concerns expressed that the 
inclusion of "two-campus" represented a segregation and a shying away 
from the ultimate philosophical concept of Concordia as a single institution; 
and questions with respect to the proposed revised phrasing of Principle 5 
and the precise meaning of a "distinct two-campus institution". With respect 
to the latter issue, it was suggested and agreed that a "comma" be inserted 
after the word "distinct". It was also explained that the intention was that the 
phrase was to be interpreted to mean that Concordia was a distinct 
institution with two campuses. 


THE AMENDMENT AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED, (18 in favour; 6 opposed; 2 abstentions). 


It was suggested and agreed that the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
resolution #5 concerning "contribution to the community" which, it was 
felt, was an elaboration of, the phrase "central to our sense of who we 
were" as stated in Principle 5, be considered in the next iteration of 
Document US-95-9-D4. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, 
SECONDED BY PROF. TEFFETELLER, THAT PRINCIPLE 5 BE 


CHANGED TO READ - "... WHO WE ARE AS A UNIVERSITY AND 


It was explained that the amendment was a response to a concern on the part 
of some members of the Arts and Science Faculty Council that the more 
traditional aspects of a liberal university education could be overlooked in 
the way in which Document US-95-9-D4 was presently articulated. 


During the ensuing discussion the feeling was expressed that the phrase, 
"among other large comprehensive universities" already included in 
Principle 5 covered the above-mentioned concern. However, it was 
explained that at the Arts and Science Faculty Council meeting one view had 
been expressed that the words - " ... a distinct institution among other large 
comprehensive universities" was, in effect, an incoherent phrase; and the 
feeling was expressed that perhaps the entire Principle 5 should be radically 
rewritten. 


During continuing discussion, various re-wordings were proposed vis-a-vis 
Principle 5 and the amendments that had been made, including - "... to our 
sense of who were both as a distinct, two-campus institution and as a 
university among other large comprehensive institutions", - "... to our sense 
of who we are as a distinct, two-campus university among other large 
comprehensive institutions", and reverting to the original phraseology with 
respect to the words "university" and "institution". 


At the request of the Chair the mover of the amendment advised that the 
proposed wording of Principle 5, with the amendment, was - "maintain, 
foster and develop programmes which are central to our sense of who we 
are as a university and a distinct, two-campus institution among other large 
comprehensive universities". 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (13 in 
favour; 7 opposed; 4 abstentions). 


Other issues raised and responded to included a concern expressed that 
Principle 3 in its operationalization, not, be oblivious to the stipulations in 
Principle 2. The feeling was also expressed that the phrase "among other 
large comprehensive universities" made the wording of Principle 5 
awkward, that it was not really necessary, and that it should be deleted. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. PALLEN, SECONDED BY 
DEAN VALASKAKIS, THAT THE PHRASE " ... AMONG OTHER 
LARGE COMPREHENSIVE UNIVERSITIES" BE DELETED FROM 
PRINCIPLE 5. 


A concern was expressed that deleting the phrase would raise the question 
of Concordia being "distinct" in relation to what? 


The feeling was expressed that the intent of Principle 5 was clear and that it 
was simply a question of editing. It was also understood that if the 
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amendment was adopted Principle 5 would be framed in a grammatical 
fashion and rendered in an appropriate form. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (15 in 
favour; 0 opposed; 7 abstentions). 


Other issues which were raised included concerns expressed that Principle 1 
be interpreted broadly in its operationalization, and that it not be taken to 
mean that because a programme had the attributes specified that it would 
continue to be offered forever, i.e., the financial situation that the University 
was facing would also have to be taken into consideration; that after having 
considered the question as to what everyone wanted Concordia to be, the 
issue of what Concordia could be would have to be dealt with, particularly 
in light of the external Provincial circumstances, i.e., Concordia's 
distinctive mission vis-a-vis the other Quebec universities; and that 
operationalizing Principle 3 should not be undertaken completely oblivious 
to stipulations in Principle 2. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED AND AMENDED, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED, (27 in favour; 0 opposed; 0 abstentions). 


During the continuing general discussion, issues and concerns which were 
raised and responded to included questions as to the context within which 
the whole exercise would be carried out, particularly with respect, to the 
University's financial goals and the process for informing the Faculties of 
the financial targets; adverse situations which could arise as a result of the 
implementation of vertical budgetary cuts, including the possible elimination 
of sound academic departments and the effect of such action on the 
remaining departments and programmes, particularly in the Faculty of 
Engineering and computer Science; impediments to creative responses to 
budgetary cutbacks, including the rigidity of the present Faculty structure 
which, it was argued, fostered competitiveness and hindered cooperation 
and the sharing of resources, etc., between Faculties; considering the 
structure and role of academic units within the University rather than actual 
programmes, particularly with respect to the enhancement of revenues, etc.; 
the danger of losing Concordia's student oriented approach to education; the 
consequences of vertical budget cuts and consideration of alternative ways 
to increase revenue; the need for university faculty, staff and students across 
the Province not to willingly accept the impending budget cuts without 
concerted objection; and actions being taken by other Quebec universities 
with respect to budget reductions, including a rumored faculty reduction at 
the U. de M. 


With respect to the issue of the financial context within which the exercise 
would be carried out, Senate was advised that SCAPP was presently 
considering budgetary forecasts for the next 5 years and the assumptions 
upon which the forecasts were based, as well as a proposal for dividing the 
budget by sector and sub-sectors. 


In addition, Dr. Bertrand reported that he had been informed today 
unofficially that the Ministry of Education was operating on the basis of a 
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5-year plan to reduce the overall Quebec university education budget by 
25%, which reduction was expected to be front-loaded as much as possible; 
and that Concordia's share of the initial reduction would probably be around 
15 million dollars. With respect to this, Dr. Lowy cautioned that while it 
was important for the University to have such information, he would be 
reluctant to have it publicized in any way that might imply that we were 
necessarily accepting it, or that we were happy with it, 1.e., it should not be 
made to appear almost as a fait accompli before Concordia has heard 
something official and before we, and the other Quebec universities, have 
had an opportunity to officially react to it. 


A concern was also expressed that planning in advance for such a budget 
reduction could result in it actually happening; and it was argued that if it did 
happen, we would not be the only institution in that position, and that at 
some point Quebec university rectors would have to react against such a 
situation. 


A formula for the possible implementation of an across-the-board faculty 
salary cut was also suggested. It was explained that a 10% salary cut, which 
would be aimed at senior faculty members, would be combined with an 
offer of unaccountable but fixed time-off to pursue entrepreneurial activities 
in order to compensate f or the salary loss, plus a 1% salary refund to cover 
associated expenses, etc. 


In response to a question concerning the remaining resolutions adopted by 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council relating to the implementation of the 
process itself, Dr. Lowy advised that they had been duly noted, that it 
would be premature to have them adopted by Senate at today's meeting, and 
that they would be incorporated into any future document that might 
emerge. 


Announcement 


Ms. Giles announced that the Concordia University Debating Society was 
hosting the 7th Annual Tournament over the week-end; and that following 
the final round on Sunday a plaque would be presented to Brian Counihan, 
Dean of Students, for his dedicated and loyal support for the Debating 
Society, and also that the tournament trophy would be re-named in his 
honour. And she invited all members of Senate to attend the event, and 
particularly the final round and presentation to Dean Counihan which would 
be held in the Concert Hall beginning at 2:00 pm.01 Sunday, 19 December 
1995: 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:29 p.m., on a motion by Dean Taddeo, 
seconded by Prof. Baba. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


